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Abstract 
This study examines how the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model advanced elementary students’ performance in brief summary writing and 
their perception of the four stages of the model.  Eighty six-graders of learning English as their mother tongue participated in this study. During the 
learning process, they went through four different phases: modeled instruction, guided instruction, peer cooperation and independent learning.  A 
mark was not assigned to any of the students’ work until the very last stage of the model.  In order to induce class participation they were 
encouraged to be creative, informative and to have fun in doing so.  At the end of the semester, a questionnaire was given to learn the students’ 
opinions on the model.  Based on their brief summary writing performance and the questionnaire, the data was analyzed to see if this model was 
conducive. The results of the study revealed that students progressed a lot in terms of summary writing and held positive attitude toward such kind of 
instruction. They reported that this model was effective and beneficial to their learning. They thought the teacher should spend at least 2 times on 
the first three stages of this model before moving on to the independent stage. It is interesting to note that more students preferred to practice with 
peers for a longer period of time than with the teacher. This implies that students find it more beneficial to work with peers and have more control 
of their work by themselves rather than merely contributing to the teacher’s work on the board. 
© 2010 Elsevier Ltd.
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1. Introduction 
The traditional way of teaching requires students to do a task independently after minimal instruction.  Very 
often, the teacher gives a lecture and students are handed worksheets or a task to do independently.  This work is 
then handed in to the teacher for a mark to be considered on the student’s report card.  Quite often, students are 
unable to perform to the high level expected of them. These deficiencies impact both teachers and students. 
Teachers are frustrated because students act inappropriately during class, perform inadequately on homework, lab 
and class assignments, and do poorly on class tests. Teachers rarely reflect on their own insufficient preparation or 
lack of teaching skills, blaming poor student performance on low motivation and lack of interest in school and 
content-area classes. Student frustration aggravates inappropriate class behavior that contributes to poor grades and 
low performance on nationwide high-stakes testing, linked to graduation requirements. Teachers fail to remember 
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that practice makes perfect. It is crucial for anyone who is learning a new task to be given the opportunity for 
practice in order to learn it well and to be able to retain the information. Fisher and Frey (2008) state that effective 
teaching for struggling students include purposeful instruction in reading and writing, access to a wide variety of 
texts, motivation for work, and authentic opportunities to practice reading and writing in their daily lives. Similar to 
what Fisher and Frey have proposed, one type of teaching model is especially helpful for struggling students: The 
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR model), which was first introduced by Pearson and Gallagher in 
1983.  This model allows for instruction that moves from explicit modeling and instruction to guided practice and 
then to tasks that slowly permit students to become independent learners (Buehl, 2005). Such kind of specific 
instructional sequence is critical in implementing effective teaching and learning strategies. Teachers should bear in 
mind that any teaching methods are effective only when they are implemented accurately, consistently, and 
intensively. Theoretically, the idea underlying the model is to help students with quality learning. However, its 
effectiveness and applicability in real teaching situations is worth pondering and studying. In this study, the 
researcher intends to investigate if the GRR model enhances student’s performance in summary writing and if 
students are holding a positive attitude towards the implementation of this model.  
   The GRR model suggests that the task being taught should shift progressively and purposefully from explicit 
modeling, to joint responsibility, to independent practice and application by the learner (Pearson and Gallagher, 
1983).  This model requires a shift of responsibility from the teacher assuming all the duty for performing a task to a 
situation in which students assume all of the responsibility (Duke & Pearson, 2002). According to Fisher and Frey 
(2008), the GRR model is the intersection of several theories, including the theory of cognitive structures and 
schema (Piaget, 1952), the concept of the zones of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1962, 1978), attention, 
retention, reproduction and motivation (Bandura, 1965), as well as the theory of scaffolded instruction (Wood, 
Bruner, Ross, 1976).  
Drawing on the above theories, we should not separate the implications of those theories from their theoretical 
foundations. Instead, we should strive to understand how theory, research, and practice contribute collectively to our 
understanding of the basic principles of effective teaching and learning. The gradual release of responsibility 
proposes its four stages of instruction—modeled instruction, shared instruction, guided instruction, and independent 
stage. This kind of grouping arrangement provides for a safer learning environment for students who are learning a 
new concept. In this study, the researchers attempt to investigate the teaching effectiveness of the GRR model. The 
following research questions will be addressed: 
1. Do students progress a lot in terms of summary writing after implementing the Gradual Release of 
Responsibility Model? 
2. What are participants’ perceptions of using this model in the classroom? 
 
2. Method 
 
2.1 Participants  
Eighty sixth-graders, aged 11-12 years old, participated in this study. They have studied English as their mother 
tongue for 5 years. At the time this study was conducted, they took English reading and writing class, receiving a 
100-minute lecture every day for one semester. 28 of them said their learning motivation were high, 14 said they had 
low motivation.   
 
2.2 Procedures 
Students were informed that they would learn summary writing based on the  GRR model. It is hoped that they 
are able to write a brief summary using the following Student Success Criteria guidelines. That is, their summary 
writing should include the title and author (T&A), the main ideas (MI), important supporting details (D), the moral 
of the story (M). Finally a brief synopsis of the story that is no longer than 10 sentences long is completed. The 
following is how I instruct my students according to the GRR model. 
Day 1- Model Instruction (Teacher does ALL) 
The teacher introduces to the students that their next writing task is to learn how to properly write brief  
summaries. The class creates a Student Success Criteria like the one above under the guidance of the teacher.  The 
teacher reads the short story book Stone Soup, written by Jon J. Muth to the students. On the board, the teacher 
writes a brief summary of the story, often referring back to the Student Success Criteria. After writing the brief 
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summary, the teacher checks her own work against the Student Success Criteria through thinking aloud to see if 
each criteria on the checklist is included in her work. She explains the strategies used as she reviews her work.  
Day 2- Shared Instruction (Teacher does, students help) 
After reviewing the Student Success Criteria on brief summary writing, the teacher chooses another short story 
book to read aloud to the students. On the board, the teacher writes a brief summary with the help of the students, 
often referring back to the Student Success Criteria for verification. After writing the brief summary, the teacher and 
students look at each criteria on the Student Success Criteria and makes sure that each one is included in their work. 
The teacher is still doing most of the work at this stage. The students have the opportunity to contribute through 
class discussions to the final product. The teacher would be giving feedback as students voice their contributions. 
During the shared instruction stage, it is helpful to show strong and weak exemplars to students. This will support 
the students' understanding of what is a good product of the work expected of them and how does one improve on 
weaker work presented to them. After presenting the strong and weak exemplars, students decide which is the strong 
one and which is the weak one. Through class discussion, they can defend their position using the Student Success 
Criteria. 
Day 3- Guided Instruction (Students do, teacher helps) 
This stage allows for students to take more control of the usage of the strategies and thinking processes taught so 
far. First, the teacher chooses another short story book to read aloud to the students. It would be beneficial for 
students to work in pairs or in small groups here so that they may support, validate or challenge each other's ideas. 
Allowing students to work in pairs or in small groups gives students a chance to confer with each other and build 
self-esteem. This way, students would be able to produce higher quality work with more confidence. While students 
are working with their peers, the teacher walks around and checks the students' work, giving feedback when 
necessary. Students hand in their work and the teacher checks for quality of work, making sure that each point on 
the Student Success Criteria is included. Teacher gives constructive feedback to students. No mark is given. 
Day 4- Independent Instruction (Students do ALL) 
This is the stage where students show their true capabilities independently. The teacher chooses another short 
story book to read aloud to the students. Since they have had models and chances to work with peers to improve 
their abilities to write a brief summary, they write a brief summary using the Student Success Criteria as a guide. No 
further reminders are given by the teacher. The teacher collects students' work and gives a mark.  
Teachers should remember that it is important not to assign a mark prior to the independent stage. It is only fair for 
students learning a new task to be given a chance to try it out and make mistakes without being penalized. If 
students feel the pressure of grades during the shared and guided instruction stages, they may not be willing to take 
risks and improve their English abilities. Some students may feel defeat right from the beginning and stop trying 
altogether. Each step of the GRR model may take more than a day and the teacher may backtrack when necessary. It 
is up to the teacher’s judgment to determine how much time for each stage is needed. For example, it is not 
acceptable for a teacher to move on to the guided instruction stage only to find out that her students were not ready 
to move on yet. The next day, she may go back and do another shared activity, or even provide another model. For 
this reason, using the GRR model as a form of teaching may take longer than the traditional way of teaching. This 
may be seen as an obstacle; however, we believe it definitely ensures good teaching and learning in the classroom. 
 
3. Results and Discussion 
  
 Eighty students who had been taught using the GRR model were given a ten-question survey on the use of the 
model at the end of the semester. In general, students received this teaching style positively. When asked how 
effective students thought to have their teacher model work for them before asking them to do it, the majority of the 
participants (98.75%) thought it was effective and they were fond of the modeling stage and thought it to be helpful. 
Only one student (1.25%) thought it was not very effective. It is possible that this student thought that modeling 
would be beneficial, but not necessarily crucial for his/her learning. During the modeling stage, it is up to the 
teacher's discretion as to how many times the task is modeled to the students prior to moving on to the shared 
instruction stage. When asked how many times the teacher should model work before they were confident to move 
on to the shared practice, only 10% of the participants preferred to be shown how to do the task once. More than 
90% of them preferred modeling twice or more. The result showed that students understood the importance of the 
modeling stage. When given a choice, they would like verification of how to do a task twice rather than just once 
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before they are required to do the work. Ninety percent of the participants thought that all teachers should use the 
GRR model when they teach. As an improvement for the future, perhaps students could be given the opportunity to 
explain why they do or do not like the model. 
On stage II- shared instruction, the teacher shows both good and bad exemplars to the students. It is believed that 
exemplars are another teaching tool that students can learn from. Through strong and weak samples of the work, 
students can imitate the good quality work and learn from the samples that are weak. When students were asked if 
they thought an exemplar was necessary, half of the participants thought they needed an exemplar and half of them 
thought without an exemplar they could do and work well with verbal or written instructions. However, when asked 
if it was helpful to be shown a strong and a weak example writing, 85% thought it was helpful; 15% thought it did 
not make any difference after being shown a good and a bad exemplar. None of them thought it was not helpful. 
This shows that when exemplars are presented to students, students could make the best use of them and learn from 
them. They accept exemplars as a positive addition to their learning, though the use of exemplars is new to the 
students and they have not had enough experience working with them to become conscious of the positive impact in 
their learning.  
It is up to the teacher’s discretion as to how long students need to stay at a stage before moving on to the next 
level of the gradual release of responsibility. Ultimately, the teacher uses his/her professional judgment. When asked 
how many times they thought the teacher should do the shared practice before they were confident to move on to the 
guided practice, more than 90% of the participants thought that the shared instruction stage should be kept within 
three times. They preferred to practice with their peers twice before moving on to the independent stage. It is 
interesting to note that most students preferred to practice with peers for a longer period of time than with the 
teacher. In other words, students wanted to stay in the guided instruction stage longer than the shared instruction 
stage. This implies that students find it more beneficial to work with peers and have more control of their work 
rather than merely contributing to the teacher’s work on the board. They challenged themselves working with the 
teacher but would appreciate more practice prior to moving on to the independent learning stage. This finding 
restated the importance of peer influence proposed by Vygotsky (1982).   
When students were asked if they like the GRR model, more than 97% of the participants said yes.  Although 
teachers make the final decision as to how to teach and how the classroom will look like and sound like, we should 
not fail to hear our students’ voices as well. When a teaching model is highly accepted by the learners, it is a 
motivation for educators to adopt it and use it in their classrooms. Lastly, when asked what subject they thought they 
would benefit the most from employing the GRR model, Math was their priority, followed by business and language. 
In student’s opinion, this model was an effective instructional method. 
 
4. Conclusion 
 
The result of this study showed that the GRR model is an effective teaching method for improving students’ 
learning outcome. It is necessary for teachers to provide thorough instruction and allow students a chance to see 
models, review exemplars, try it with peers, make mistakes, and improve. The goal of teaching is to have students 
learn the content of our lectures. If the teaching process is rushed, the quality of our lectures suffers, and 
consequently, students' learning suffers. It is therefore crucial for educators to take the necessary time to teach the 
content thoroughly rather than rush through the lessons having accomplished little.  
As with any teaching methods or models, there are some limitations when it is applied to the typical classroom. 
The participants in this study were sixth-graders from Canada, learning English as their mother tongue. The result 
might be different if this model is implemented in a foreign language classroom. Our future study will focus on the 
effectiveness of this model on EFL learning. 
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